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of schools specifically preparatory to certain public offices and
to the armed forces, but always in such a way as not to injure
the rights of the church and family."1
To argue the claims of the state and the church, as they
dispute over the body and soul of the child, is no part of the
purpose of this book. It is enough for us to make the facts as
clear as possible—the facts which cause the fundamental
"religious difficulty." On the one hand it is contended that "it
is no part of the normal functions of the state to teach." At
the other extreme it is held, as for example in Soviet Russia,
that only the state has the right to educate. But between these
extremes lies a vast body of moderate opinion in England,
which holds, as Macaulay put it in the House of Commons as
long ago as 1847, that "whoever has a right to hang has a
right to educate." He added that "such a hell on earth as
Norfolk Island need never have existed, if we had expended in
training honest men but a small part of what we have spent in
hunting and torturing rogues." The educational efforts of the
state since 1847 have, it may reasonably be pointed out, proved
Macaulay to have been a true prophet. But, of course, the
extreme advocates of church responsibility might still hold that
the state ought to have assisted the churches instead of partly
supplanting them.
The parent and   The right of the state to intervene on behalf
the state       of the child has thus been questioned in one
sense by the church, and it has been questioned
in another sense by the parent. The old notion of the right of
the parent to bring up his child as he thought fit lasted on as
late as 1861, when a Royal Commission decided not to recom-
mend compulsory education,  chiefly  on  the ground that
children's wages were so useful to parents. The commissioners
pointed out that in agriculture a child of eight could earn
sixpence a day, and a child of twelve could earn a shilling.
1 As reported in The Tinus* Bth Jan. 1930.

